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~AT&T
FrankS. Simone Suite 1000
Government Affairs Director 1120 20” Street, NW

Washington DC 20036
202-457-2321
202-263-2660 FAX
fsimone~att.com

December19, 2002

VIA ELECTRONICFILiNG

Ms. MarleneH. Dortch
Secretary
FederalCommunicationsCommission
445 Twelfth Street,S. W. — RoomTWB-204
Washington,D. C. 20554

Re: Exparte,WC DocketNo. 02-237,VerizonTelephoneCompaniesSection
63.71 Applicationto DiscontinueExpandedInterconnectionServiceThrough
PhysicalCollocation

DearMs. Dortch:

OnThursday,December19, 2002,PaulZidlicky of SidleyAustinBrown &
Wood andtheundersignedmetwith JenniferMcKee,JeffreyDygert,JudyNitsche,
GeneGold, JamesLichford andNoelUn oftheWireline CompetitionBureau’sPricing
PolicyDivision. Thepurposeofthemeetingwasto providean overviewofAT&T’s
writtencommentsin theabove-captionedproceeding.Theviewsexpressedduringthe
meetingwereconsistentwith AT&T’s commentsandreply commentsfiled in the
proceeding.No newargumentswereraisedduring this meeting. The attachedoutline
wasusedto facilitateourdiscussion.

OneelectroniccopyofthisNoticeis beingsubmittedto the Secretaryofthe
FCCin accordancewith Section1.1206of theCommission’srules.

Sincerely,

ATTACHMENT

cc: J. Dygert
G. Gold
J. Lichiord
J. McKee
J. Nitsche
N.Uri



Ex ParteSubmissionofAT&T Corp.

WCDocketNo. 02-237,
VerizonTelephoneCompanies

Section63.71Applicationto Discontinue
ExpandedInterconnectionServiceThrough

PhysicalCollocation

VERIZON’S APPLICATION IS AN IMPROPEREEFORT TO MODIFY THE
RATES, TERMS AND CONDiTIONS OF EXISTING FEDERALLY-TARIFFED
PHYSICAL COLLOCATION SERVICES.

• Verizon SeeksUnilaterally To Modify The Rates, Terms And ConditiOnsUpon
Which It OffersFederally-TariffedPhysicalCollocationServicesAnd, In Doing So,
To CircumventTheFederalTariffProcessApplicableTo DominantCarriers

• First, The CommissionHas Highlighted The ImportanceOf The FederalTariff
ProcessTo Police Anti-Competitive conductOf The ILECs In ConnectionWith
PhysicalCollocationAnd Has WarnedThatILEC ProposalsFor SuchArrangements
Require“Close Scrutiny,”Local CompetitionOrder, ¶ 569

• JustLastYear,VerizonSoughtTo IncreaseIts ChargesFor DC PowerUnderFederal
Tariffs By Between 100% And 300%, But Ultimately Withdrew That Tariff
ModificationAnd AgreedTo ProvideFull Refunds

• Second,Verizon’s SuggestionThat ConversionFrom Federally-Tariffed Rates,
TermsAnd ConditionsFor SupportingServicesTo StateTariff And Interconnection
ArrangementsWill Actually Benefit CLECs Is SpeciousAnd Is ContradictedBy
Verizon’s OwnProposal

• Moreover, Any SubsequentChanges To State Tariffs And Interconnection
ArrangementsWouldBe OutsideCommissionOversight

• Finally, If Verizon Wants To Modify The Rates, Terms and Conditions Of Its
Federally-Tariffed Physical Collocation Ari~angements,It Should Do So By
AmendingThoseFederalTariffs And JustifyingThoseChangesTo The Commission.
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II. VERIZON’S APPLICATION SHOULD BE REJECTEDBECAUSETHERE ARE
NO REASONABLE SIJBS’IIrLJTE SERVICES AND THE APPLICATION
WOULD NOT SERVETHE PUBLIC CONVENIENCEORNECESSITY.

• Verizon Has Failed To DemonstrateThat The Alternative Physical Collocations
ArrangementsIt Offers ProvideA ReasonableSubstituteFor Its ExistingFederally-
TariffedPhysicalCollocationArrangements

• First, Verizon Wholly Ignores The Significant Administrative And Transactional.
CostsAssociatedWith A CoercedConversionTo PhysicalCollocationUnder State
Tariffs and Interconnections Agreements, Local Competition Order, ¶ 611
(eliminationofcollocationunderfederaltariffs wouldbe “unnecessarilydisruptive”);
Indeed, Such Disruption Would Be Magnified BecauseVerizon ProposesThat
ConversionsOccurDuring An Arbitrary Thirty-DayPeriod

• Second,Verizon AcknowledgesThat There Are Significant DifferencesBetween
CollocationUnder Its FederalTariffs And UnderState Tariffs Or Interconnection
Agreements,But Fails To Account Or CompensateFor ThoseDifferencesEven
ThoughTheBenefitsOfPhysicalCollocation.CanBe RealizedOnly By Eliminating
UnnecessaryCosts,AdvancedServicesFourthReport& Order, ¶ 67

• For Example, In New York, Verizon ProposesThat CLECs That Convert To
CollocationUnder StateTariffs And InterconnectionsAgreementsPay Substantial
Up Front CostsUnder The FederalTariff And Then Pay Significantly Increased
RecurringCostsDesignedTo RecoverNonrecurring“SpacePreparationCharges”

Similarly, Where Verizon ChoosesTo Offer A ConversionCredit, It Is Wholly
InadequateBothAs To AmountAndAs To Timing .

• Third, If Verizon SeeksTo DiscontinueA ServiceAfter CLECs Have Expended
Significant ResourcesTo ReapThe Benefits Of That Service,ThenVerizonMust
EnsureThatCLECsAreMadeWholeWith RegardTo TheirExisting InvestmentsIn
Federally-TariffedPhysicalCollocationArrangements . ..

• Finally, Verizon CannotAvoid Its ObligationTo~ProvideCross-ConnectsPursuant
To A FederalTariff, VerizonTel. Cos.v. FCC, 299F.3d903,912(D.C. Cir. 2002)

2


